REMARKS 

Applicant appreciates the Examiner's allowance of Claims 7-14 and 20-36. Claims 8 
and 1 1 have been amended to correct informalities within the claims and does not effect the scope 
thereof. 

Applicant will now address the Examiner's remaining rejections in the order in which they 
appear in the Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC SI 02(e) 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejects Claims 1-3, 5 and 6 under 35 USC § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Kimura. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

More specifically, the Examiner alleges that Kimura teaches a light emitting device 
comprising a plurality of pixels, figure 7 item 1 1 , each of the plurality of pixels having a plurality of 
sub-pixels, figure 7 item 1811,18211,1 822 1 ; each of the plurality of pixels having a light emitting 
element, figure 7 item 181 1, 1821 1, 1821 1; and each of the plurality of sub-pixels having a same 
area of effective light emission, figure 7 item 181 1, 1821 1, 1821 1, column 4 lines 15-25. 

However, Kimura recites that the area ratio between OLED 1 8 1 and OLED 1 82 is 1 :2 (col. 1 , 
Ins. 33-47 and Fig. 3). Furthermore, Kimura teaches that an OLED 181 is formed of OLED 1811, 
and an OLED 182 is formed of OLED 18211 and an OLED 18221 (col. 4, Ins. 14-25). Hence, 
Applicant submits that a plurality of pixels point to OLED 181 and OLED 182, not OLED 18111, 
OLED 18211 and OLED 18221. As a result, the OLED 18211 and OLED 18221 in Kimura 
collectively form one sub-pixel in accordance with the concept of Kimura . The Examiner's 
interpretation of Kimura' s OLED 18211 and OLED 18221 as being two sub-pixels in not in 
accordance with the concept of Kimura . 
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Accordingly, the basis for the Examiner's rejection is contrary to what is taught in Kimura 
and is improper. Therefore, it is respectfully requested that this rejection be withdrawn. 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The Examiner also rejects Claims 4 and 15-19 under 35 USC §103 as being unpatentable 
over Kimura in view of Huang et al. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

As each of these claims is a dependent claim, they are patentable for at least the reasons 
discussed above for the independent claims. Therefore, it is requested that this rejection be 
withdrawn. 

New Claims 

Applicant is adding new Claims 37-42 herewith. Please charge our deposit account 50/1 039 
for any fee due for such claims. 

Conclusion 

It is respectfully submitted that the present application is in a condition for allowance and 
should be allowed. 

If any fee is due for this response, please charge our deposit account 50/1039. 
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Favorable reconsideration is earnestly solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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